Lights and Light Traps
A number of studies have shown that ultraviolet lights attract more insects than do incandescent, neon, or mercury vapor lights (Prost, 1{}154; Olick, 1!}54; Pfrimmer, 1{}67; Weiss, 1{}48). Fifteen-watt fluorescent black bulbs were used as an ultraviolet light source throughout this study. These bulbs produce ultraviolet light (1800 fluetens) at wavelengths of 2800 to 880'0 angstrems and visible light (1154 lumens) at wavelengths of 8800 to ?600 angstrems. Peak radiation is at 8500' angstrems (Pfrimmer, 1{}515). In order to induce bluegill sunfish to feed at night, a 115-watt Pennsylvania light trap (Prost, 1{}57) was modified by attaching a 215-watt incandescent bulb below the ultraviolet bulb. The Pennsylvania light trap is characterized by four baffles mounted at right angles to each other. As insects spiral into the light source, many hit the baffles and fall into the water. The 215-watt incandescent bulb was positioned at the intersection of the baffles so that there was little or no reflection from the metal.
The metal on the light traps was painted fiat black to reduce reflections. This apparatus was used in experiments designed to determine the distance at which insects are attracted to lights. When a light trap was used to attract insects to a cage containing fish, the funnel was removed, and the trap was suspended vertically over the center of the cage 15 centimeters above the water surface (see figure) . This system allowed insects hitting the trap to fall directly into the water. '
Cages
Nine cages of two designs were used. Cages of the first design were divided into four equal cells, while cages of the second design were undivided. Cages of the .first design were 1.9 meters long, 1.9 meters wide, and 1.3 meters deep. 
Placing the Light Trap
In order to obtain maximum efficiency of aerial insects as a food supply for caged fish, the cages were placed at some minimal distance from each other so that there was no interaction between the lights. When light traps A and B were placed 15 or 30 meters apart, there was no significant difference (alpha --.05) between the dry weight of insects caught by light trap A operated alone or in combination with trap B (table 1). When both lights were on, there was no significant difference in the weight of insects caught by light A and by light B. When the light traps were placed 3 meters apart, however, there was a significant difference between the dry weight of insects caught by light trap A when it was operated alone and when it was used in combination with trap B. On any given night when both lights A and B were on, 95 percent of the insects attracted were caught by one light. Thus, one light was interfering with the other.
Light traps were placed 3 meters and 9 meters from the shoreline to determine if distance
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THE PROGRESSIVE FISH-CULTURIS Thus, light traps used in this study could be placed at least 9 meters oerom shore and within 15 meters ooe each other without reducing the insect catch, and approximately 25 illuminated cages could be placed around the edge ooe a 1-hectare pond without a decrease in efficiency.
Effect of Pond Location and Stocking Rate
In order to determine the effect ooe locale and stocking density on bluegill growth, two partitioned cages were placed in each ooe the three ponds. All cages were placed a minimum ooe 30 meters apart. 
THE PROGRESSIVE FISH-CULTURIST
trated the zooplankton 10 to 15 times, only 1 percent of total weight was net zooplankton.
General Observations
There was no bluegill mortality due to fighting at any density used.
Many insects, instead of falling directly into the water, landed on the cage. Some insects fell into the water and then flew away. Whether they eventually returned and were eaten by the fish could not be determined. The weight of insects eaten by the fish per day is less than the weight of insects attracted to the cage area by the lights. If the fish were in a pond and the light were suspended directly over the water, those insects that landed on the floats or fell into the water outside the cage, in the present study, would be available to the Light traps increase the carrying capacity of ponds by adding aerial insects to the fishes' food supply. They also increase the vulnerability of aquatic organisms (Fore, 1969) . Thus, fish expend less energy searching for and catching food organisms, and more of the food intake. can be utilized for growth.
Except in inclement weather

Food Organisms Attracted by the Light
If the stomach contents of fish in the illuminated cage at Fountain Bluff Pond are representative, then that part of the weight gain (two-fifths) contributed by food organisms coming through the water was due primarily to adult aquatic insects and aquatic insect larvae.
Fish confined in unilluminated cages have very little benthie fauna available to them. Lights attracted some of this fauna to the caged fish. Since ultraviolet light is absorbed by the first few centimeters of water, the 25-watt incandescent bulb was probably responsible for attracting most of the food organisms through the water. In natural populations, plankton constitutes an important food item for small bluegill (Bennett, 1948 2. Interactio'n between light traps occurred when they. were placed 3 meters apart. There was no interaction between light traps positioned 15 meters from each other.
3. There was no significant difference in the quantity of insects caught by a light trap located 3 meters from shore and one 9 meters from shore.
4. An illuminated cell in Fountain Bluff Pond supported 2,600 grams of fish, while a cell at the Research Pond or Stripmine Lake supported 1,400 grams of fish. 5. Two-fifths of the fish growth was attributed to food organisms entering the cage through the water, and three-fifths to aerial insects. 6. Bluegill held in an illuminated cage at Fountain Bluff Pond consumed, in descending order of magnitude (by weight), the following: aerial insects, aquatic insects--including larvae, miscellaneous food items, and net zooplankton.
